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I
i This paper is concerned with ts*, related questions: whether

junior enlisted mens ’ perceot ions of the nature of their service has

changed with -the end of cons~~iption and the advent of the

all—volunteer force; and the level of satisfaction of j unior

I personnel in the all—volunteer for ce with the nature of their service

relat ive to that of their consa~ iot ion—era counter~~rts . The first
I of these issues is based upon Moskos S (1977) hypothesis that military

I service has been transformed fr om a call ing, legit imized in terms of

institutionalized values, to an occupation , legitimized in terms of

I the mar ket place. If Moskos is correct , then the notion of job

satisfaction is relevant to the study of imderri military service,
1 which is seen as increasingly similar to civilian employment, but is

I less relevant to the study of the cons~~ ipt ion-era soldier , wtx se

service was seen as s~nething very different from civilian

I employment. However , it is notable that Stouffer and his colleagues

(1949), in their research on the consor iption-based Army of World War

I II , did regar d satisfaction as an important attitude dimension , and

i 
research on noncoubat troops in World War II has suggested that we

perhaps have a romanticized notion of the nature of military service

I in that conflict (e.g., Rx~de1l , 1978) , based upon the med ia image of
- the coubat infantr~m~n.

I The second issue assunes that Moskas is correc t , at least in his

i analysis of the all—volun teer for ce, and that if the Army is to be
I sustained without a mil itary draft, job satisfaction will be one of

— ( the d imensions explaining the Army’s suocess (or fail~xe) in the

accession and retention of high q~au ity personnel *.~ have other

I employment opt ions available to them in the civil ian labor mar ket .

I
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We build upon analyses by Segal , Lynch, and Blair (1979) , Mo , in
I compar ing a sample of jun ior enlisted men surveyed in 1973 with a

I range of samples of 1943 sold iers on a nuuber of job—related

attitude s, repo r ted that “The nost interesting comparis on gro up for

I our 1973 sample is the World War II enl isted men who had gone AWOCI

and were surveyed while in confine ment. ...(Thisj is the only set of

conpa r isons we have mede with 1943 samples in which the i~ der n

I sold ier does not revea l consistently nore negat ive attitudes than did

his counter part of three decades [earlier ) .” The lower—level of job

related affec t anong rank—and—file soldiers in 1973 than in 1943 was

noted by Jan oirj itz and Moskos (1979 ) in their assessment of the

all—volunteer force five years after its establ ishment . They

concluded that “in the all —volunteer for ce discontent at all ranks of

mil itary per sonnel has increased and will cont inue to be an important

issue in the coming years. ”

The canparisc ns presented by Segal , Lynch , and Blair (1979),

I while showing a consistent pattern, are subject to the unreliability

i of single—item indicators. A nore rigorous test of the hypothesis

I that the soldier in the all—volunteer force has lower job

I satisfaction than his World War II counterpart ~,uld re~pire the

develop~~nt of a nore reliabl e multiple—item index of job

I satisfaction. Otx abilit y (or lack thereof ) , to construct an index

of job satisfaction that is appropriate for both 1943 and 1973 Army

per sonnel is directly respon sive to the first issue we have raised :

I whether personnel in the t~~ periods define their service

dif fer ently. If such an index can be constructed , then a comparison

I of mean levels at the t~~ points in time is possible , and is
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responsive to our second issue: the elative levels of satisfaction.

ThE MF~kSU1~ MENT OF .X)B SATI3FACTIC~

I Most contemporary measures of job satisfaction reflect Hopoock’ s

(1935) conceptualization of a balancing or averaging of affect across

I a series of components of the job, the ind ividual, and the

environment. The literature on job satisfaction is replete with

I scales and indexes that measure various components of the job. No

I single measure has been shown to be psychometrically superior to the

others, and no single measure has been adopted by convention to be

I the standard. For our own analysis of soldier attitudes, we start

with the work of Stouffer et al (1949).

I In their studies of American soldiers in World War II , Stouffer

I and his colleagues viewed j c* satisfaction as a composite of such

fac tors as pride in one’s unit , sense of importance of one’s job,

I interest in one ’s job , feeling that Army training would lead to

better civilian jobs , physical well—being, and general happiness.

I With the exception of these last two characteristics , the components

i in which they were interested are similar to the components measured

in ~iost contemporary Indexes of job satisfaction . Interes tingly, the

I nine—it em ~uttman scale that Stouffe r and his colleagues developed to

measure satisfaction with one ’s Army job excluded these two

I components. Of the nine ind ividual items studies by Segal , Lynch ,

and Blair , five were included in Stouffer ’s job satisfaction scale.
I Since subsets of a set of items that constitute a Guttman scale

I should have similar scalar qial ities to the entire set , we might

expect these f ive items to constitute an index of job satisfaction

I 
_ _ _  _  

_  
_ _
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for both 1943 and 1973 data, if Indeed soldiers in the two per iods

- 
I regard their service in the same way. Appendix I presents the items —

( in Stouffer ’s scale. The coefficient of reproducibility for this

scale , resulting from scalog ram analysis of the items , was .92.

I Appendix II presents seven of the nine ind ividual items analyzed by

Segal , Lynch and Blair (1979 ) for 1943 and 1973. Items 2 and 7 were

I not par t of Stouffer’s scale. Two items analyzed by Segal et al.

I were not included in our analysis because they did not appear in all

of the surveys that we analyzed .

I
I DATA

C~ir data are drawn from three samples of enlisted men surveyed

I In 1943, and one sample of enlisted men surv eyed in 1973, that were

analyzed by Segal and his colleagues . The 1943 da ta consist of: a
I cross—sectional sample of 1,526 white enl isted men f rom eleven Army

I Service Forces , Army Ground Forces, and Army Air Forces installations

throi4iout the Continenta l United States (Regular Sample) ; 6~3 white

I enlisted men from nine camps in the United States who had been absent

without leave, had been re tu rned to military control , and were

I. surv eyed while in military confinement facilitie s (A.W .O.L. Sample);

1 509 white enlisted men from four camps in the United States assigned

to Air Corps, Ranger , and Airborne Infantry units (Elite Sample) .

I The 1973 sample consists of 3,282 enlisted men located In 60 U.S.

Army installat ions in the United States, Germany, and Korea.

I The 1943 data were drawn from a racially segregated Army, arid

I only white enlisted personnel were included in the surveys we are

using. The 1973 sample, by contrast , represents a racially

I 
- -



integrated Army, and includes black respondents. Wilson and ~itler

(1979), however , have shown race to have no direct effect on job

satisfaction in the nodern Army. The 1973 data also represent three
4

theatres , the United States, Germany, arid Korea , while the 1943 data

I are all from the United States. Analysis of the 1973 da ta did not

reveal consistent or significantly large theatre effec ts , and all

I three areas are retained in our analysis .

I The rank structure of the enlisted grades in the U.S. Army

changed significantly between 1943 and 1973 . In order to hold ran k

I effects constant , we restricted our analysis to the three lowest

enlisted grades in 1943, and the five lowest grades in 1973. I~ ughly

I equal proportions of all enlisted men were in these grades at the two

i points in time.

I ANAI (SIS

I Stouffer ’s (1949 ) initia l construct ion of a job satisfaction

scale was based upon Q3ttman ’s scalogram analysis tectiUque. Pbre

recent research has shown scalogram analysis to be unreliable and

difficult to interp ret (e.g., Schooler , 1968). C~ir own research will

I utilize item analysis in our attempt to constru ct a job satisfa ction

I index. The evaluation of indexes using var ious conbinations of the

attitude items with which we are working will be based upon three

I criteria : the rel iability of the index as measured by Cronbach ’s

alt*ia; the contribut ions of ind ividual items to the resulti ng index,

I as measured by correcbed item-to -total score correlations ; the

max imizat ion of compar abi lity of indexes across samples, in order to

a~Jress the second of our concerns. In a~~ it ion to the item

-II 
_ _ _ _  _ _  

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _— - — -~— -
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analyses, we shail present the results of scalogram analyses of the

data , in order to max imize comparability with Stouffer ’s research.

I
-; - I RESI.LTS

Item Analysis. Initially, all seven items for each sample were - -

I used to calculate Cronbach’s alpha . Also, for each item, an

item-to-total score correlation was computed, corrected for the

I contribution of tha t item to the total score. For each sample, the

I item with the lowest corrected correlat ion was eliminated. Alpha and

new corrected item-to-total correlat ions were then recomputed for the

I remaining items. If the magnitude of alpha increased , the new index

was considered a uore relia ble measu re of job satisfac tion . This

I procedure was repeated ~mtit the magnitude of alpha for each sample

I either did not change, or decreased, as a function of eliminating an

aiditional item. The conbination of items with the highest

I Cronbach’s alpha was then considered the ~~st reliable multiple item

index for that sample, and was utilized in further analyses unless

I the criter ia of corrected item-to-total correlations or comparability

dictated an alternative decision.

-~~ ~ As shown in Panel A of Table 1, the zero-order correlations

I between item 7 arid the other items were, on the average, lower than

the other intercorrelations. This w~ true of the corrected

I correlat ions as well. Panel B presents the alpha coefficients for

all items, and with item 7 deleted. The deletion of item 7 increased

I alpha in the 1973 sample, and in the 1943 regular enl isted sample.

I It produced slight decreases in alph a in the 1943 A.W.O.L. arid elite

samples. However , in these lat ter two samples, the item-to -total

-
~~~

-----
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score correlations were increased by the deletion of item 7. These

correlat ions are pre sented in Panel C. Further item deletions

I re sulted in decreases in both alpha and in the item-to-total

correlations. Thus , items 1—6 were coubined to establ ish our index

I of job satisfaction. Note that the deleted item 7 was not included

in Stouffer ’s or iginal sca le. Item 2 , which also had not been

I included in Stouffer ’s measure , however , did emerge as a component of

I our index.

Scalogram Analysis: The six items included in our index were

I sI±)jected to sca logram analysis both to extend Stouffer ’s analysis of

the 1943 data , and to determine whethe r the 1973 data conformed to

I the Structure observed in the 1943 da ta • In general , a coefficient

i of reproducibility of at least .9 is regarded as necessary, but not
I sufficient, for inferring unidinensionality. As noted above,

I Stouffer repor ted a reproducibility coefficient of .92 for his

nine—item scale . In ack~ it ion, since reproducibility is in part a

I function of the marg inal distributions of the ind ividual items,

scalabi lity is evaluated in terms of the difference between minlmtmi
1 marg Inal reproducibility ( MMR) arid the coefficient of

I reproducibility. By convention , a 20 percent improvement is regarded

as ind icative of a unidinensional scale . Panel D of Table 1 presents

I the scalogram analysis results.

C~ ly the 1973 sample and the 1943 A.W.O.L. sample met or

I e~~eeded the .90 criterion for reproducibility although both the

I regular and elite 1943 samples were close to the criterion. ~~ly the

1943 A.W.O.L. sample met the cr iter ion of 20 percent improvement. In

I short, while the reproducibility coefficients all approach the figure

I 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  M ±  : A ~~~~~~~ -- -
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i computed by Stouffer , nore extensive scalogram analysis suggest that
I the items do not have the characteristic of cumulative scalability

I sought by scalogram analysis.

Index Construction and Teuporal Comparison: The six items shown

I by item analysis to constitute the ~iost reliable index of job

satisfaction were aggregated by coding them all in the same

I d irection, with the highest value assigned to the nost negative

I response, summing scores acro se items for each individual, arid

d ivid ing the sum by six, the total number of items. Where data were

I - missing for an item, the responden t was assigned the mean value on

that item. Since th ree of the items had five point respon se scales

I and th ree had thre e point scales , the range of the resulting scale

I was one to four , with four representing the negat ive extreme . The

mean scores for each sample are presented in Panel E of Table 1.

I AnDnJ the 1943 samples, a coupar i~on of the mean measures is

indicative of relative levels of job satisfaction at the same point

I in t ime. Not unexpectedly, the A.W.O.L. sample was the nost

i negative , followed by the regular sample, with the el ite sample being

the nost positive . Al]. differences are significant at the .005 level

I (ore—tailed t—test). The 1973 sample was significantly nore negative

than the elite and regular 1943 samples, but significantly less

I negative than the 1943 A.W.O.L. sample, thus to some extent

recpiring a temper ing of the suggestion mede by Segal , Lynch, and
I Blair (1979) regard ing the comparability of 1943 A .W.O.L.s and 1973

I enlisted men. In fact, of all four samples the 1973 enlisted men are

closest, on the average, to the m1d~oint of the scale, with the

I regular and elite World War II soldiers on the positive side of the

midpoint, and the 1942 A.W.O.L. sold iers on the negative side.

- ~~ .—~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
--- 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —~~~~~ J - 
—

~ -~~~~~ --~~~~-.--
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DISQJSSION

Three conclusions seem warranted by our analysis. First , while

the 1973 data did rot conform to the scalar structure Stouffer

• 

- suggested in his research on World War II sold iers, neither do data

I on World War II sold iers, when cr iter ia other than the coefficient of

reproducibility are used to evaluate the scale. Indeed, the scalar

I qualities of the 1973 data were fairly similar to those der ived from

I the 1943 elite sample , in terms of all three criteria presented.

Second , although our attitude items seem not to meet Gutt man ’s
— I definition of a unidinensional scale , the item analysis suggests

important similarities in the way sold iers in World War II arid in

1 1973 regarded their Army jobs. If the attitude constellation

I measured by our index suggests that the soldier of the 1970s

perceives his service in terms of cr iteria that are equally

~ I 
applicable to jobs in the civil ian labor force , then the junior

enlisted man of 1943 is no different in this regard. Indeed , while

I enlisted men in the conscr iption-based US. Army may well have

I regarded their service as a duty and responsibility of citizenship,

much as they might have regarded paying taxes, we have yet to see

I evidence that these soldiers ever saw their service as a higher

call ing , to be evaluated in terms of different criteria than are jobs

I in the civil ian labor force. Indeed, in light of the massive changes

I 
that have taken place in the nature of military service , military

organization, arid definition of military organization in the United

I States, we find the stability of our job satisfaction measure over a

thirty year per iod surprising. We know of no other formal

~: organization in which the structure of employees attitudes toward the 

-_ -—— -___z___ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — _- ---—-—- —-“ ---.-- t~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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organization has been shown to be this constant over a three decade

I per iod.

I 
Third, our analysis, contrary to the picture painted by Sega].,

Lynch, and Blair (1979), shows a representative samDle of enlisted

I men 1943 to be no nore similar to 1943 A.W .O.L.s than to a regular

sample of 1943 enlisted men . To be sure , the 1973 soldiers were itore

I dissatisfied than the 1943 soldiers, but they were also nore

I satisfied than the 1943 A.W.O.L.s. Perhaps equally important, our

1973 enlisted men score very close to the midpoint of the

I satisfaction scale, in contrast to other research showing modern

soldiers consistently below the midpoint (e.g., Blair , Thompson, and

I ‘ 

Segal, 1979). Wnile we would prefer to see a higher level of job

satisfaction in the all—volunteer force, it may be that being a

soldier in a peacetime Army simply isn’t that satisfying a job . On

I the other hand , other research may have over stated the level of

dissatisfaction of our enlisted personnel.

— I
I
I

-- I
I
I
I
1
___________________ - 
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I Table 1. Statistical Analysis of Attitude Data

I SAMPLE

L 1 1973 A.W.O.L. REGULAR ELITE

Panel A: Zero—Order Correlations Among Ite ms
~
-

Items

F! I 1x2 .08 — .03 .12 .16
1z3 .35 .20 .43 .42

-~ ~- 1x4 .48 .33 .43 .23
I lxS .20 .21 .38 .34
I 1x6 .25 .20 .29 .16

1x7 .16 .07 .18 .15
2x3 .30 .26 .25 .20
2x4 .24 .22 .17 .12
2x5 .40 .36 .41 .52
2x6 .36 .28 .25 .18
2x7 .07 .12 .17 .18
3x4 .55 .54 .36 .37
3x5 .48 .41 .50 .44

I 3x6 .59 .55 .51 .41
3x7 .22 .21 .36 .37
4x5 .42 .48 .32 .27

I 4x6 .44 .47 .26 .22
4x7 .10 .21 .19 .17
5z6 .52 .38 .46 .33
5x7 .14 .13 .26 .26I 6x7 .19 .18 .31 .20

Panel B: Alpha Coefficients

I All items .34 .59 59
Item 7 deleted.61 .58 .62 .57

Panel C: Corrected It em—to —Tota l Score Correlations for Items 1—6
Item

1 1 .19 .22 .50 .43
2 .45 .40 .36 .48
3 .66 .62 .67 .65I 4 .40 .77 .45 .47

- 
U 5 .73 .59 .72 .65

6 .78 .60 .55 .41

I
Panel D: Scalogram Analysis Statistics

I Criterion

Reproducibil. .91 .91 .88 .89
.88 .69 .72 .81

I Improvement .03 .22 .17 .08

Panel E: Mean Index Values

I Mean Value 2.57 2.77 2.35 2.03

_ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -— -• -_--- - 
-•~ —- -—• — — ------- ---— 
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APPENDIX I

I Scalograin No. 1. Satisfaction with One ’s Army Job

Questio ns and Answer Categories

4. How do you feel about the importance of the work you are doing now
as compared with other jobs you might be doing in the Army?

I 1 
_ _ _ _

It is as important as any other job I could do
2 
_ _ _ _

It is fairly Imp ortant , but I could do more important work

I 
3 
_ _ _ _

It hardly seems Important at all

5. How interested are you in your Army job?
1 ____

Very much interested
- 1 2 _A little, but not much

3 
_ _ _ _

Not interested at all

• I 6. How satisfied are you about being in your present Army job instead
of some other Army job ?

1 ____Very satisfied

I 2 
_ _ _ _ _

Satisfied
3 ____It does not make any difference to me
4 

_ _ _ _
Dissatisfied

I 5 ____Very dissatisfied

7. Would you change to some other Army job if given a chance?

• 1 _ _Yes
I 2 _ _No

3 ____Undecided

8. Do you feel that everything possible has been done to place you in
the Army job where you best fit?

1 
_ _

Yea- 1  2 
_ _

No
3 
_ _ _ _

Undecided

- 

- 

9. Do you consider your own present job or duty in the Army an important
one in the war effort?

1 
_ _ _ _

Very important

I 2 
_ _ _ _

Pretty Important
- 

- 3 
_ _ _ _

Not so important
4 
_ _ _ _

Not important at all

1 5 
_ _ _ _

Undecided

10. On the whole, do you think the Army is giving you a chance to show
what you can do?

1 1 
_ _ _ _

A very good chance
2 
_ _ _ _

A fairly good chance

I 3 
_ _ _

Not much of a chance
4 
_ _ _ _

No chance at all
5 
_ _ _ _

Undecided

I
I 

_

~
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11. Do you usually feel that what you are doing in the Army is worthwhile

I or not?

1 
_ _ _ _

I usually feel that it is not worthwhile
2 ____ I usually feel it is worthwhile

I 3 
_ _ _ _

Undecided

12. Which of the following would you say best applies to your job?

I l 
_ _ _ _

Time always passes quickly
2 
_ _ _ _

Time passes quickly most of the time
3 _ Enjoy working part of the time

I 4 ____TIme drags most of the time
5 
_ _ _ _

Time always drags

I “No answers” are all coded 0.

I

1

H
- It-i

HE
I SOURCE: S.A. Stouffer et ci., Measurement and Prediction (Princeton:
4 Princeton University Press, 1950), p. 125.

-: 
- -_~~
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